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 No evidence to show that von Papen was 
in favor of the decision to occupy Austria 
by force (von Papen) 
 
No evidence that he took any part in 
politics after returning to private life 
following Anschluss. (von Papen) 
 
No evidence concerning his activities as 
Ambassador to Turkey, after 1939 so as 
to implicate him in crimes (von Papen)  
 
He engaged in both intrigue and bullying, 
but the charter does make criminal such 
offences against political morality 
however bad these may be. (von Papen) 
 Under the Charter von Papen can be held 
guilty only if he was a part to the 
planning of aggressive war (von Papen) 
 
No evidence that von Papen was a party 
to the plans under which the occupation 
of Austria was a step in the direction of 
further aggressive action, or (CROSSED 
OUT evidence) even that he participated 
in plans to occupy Austria by aggressive 
war if necessary. (von Papen) 
 
Not established beyond a reasonable 
doubt that this (aggression against 
Austria) was the purpose of his activity, 
and therefore the Tribunal cannot hold 
that he was party to 
 the common plan as chard in count one or 
participated in the planning of aggressive 
wars charged under count two. (von 
Papen) 
 
Not guilty under Count one & 2  
(von Papen) 
 The evidence has not satisfied the 
Tribunal that Sauckel was sufficiently 
committed with the common plan to 
wage aggressive war or sufficiently 
involved in the planning or waging of the 
aggressive war to allow the Tribunal to 
convict him on Counts one or Two. 
(Sauckel) 
Acquitted on Counts I & II 
 Received no orders to speed construction 
of u-boats, indicating that Hitler was not 
planning war. (Raeder) 
Guilty on Counts I& II Raeder 
 
Does not appear that von Schirach was 
involved in the development of Hitler's 
plan for territorial expansion by means of 
aggressive ware, or that he participated in 
the planning or preparation of any of the 
wars of aggression. (von Schirach) 
Not guilty on Count I, (not included 
on Count II) 
 I 
No control of the formulation of 
propaganda policies (Fritzsche) 
 
Subordinate to more major policy makers 
(Fritzsche) 
 
Mere conduit to the press of instructions 
handed to him (Fritzsche) 
 
Did not achieve sufficient stature to attend 
planning conferences which lead to 
aggressive war (Fritzsche) 
 
No showing that he was informed of 
decisions taken at those conferences 
(Fritzsche) 
 
Fritzsche Not Guilty under Count I  
"" Charged "" II 
 II 
 
Not privy to conspiracy to wage 
aggressive wars or that he prepared and 
initiated such wars (Doenitz) 
 
Line officer performing tactical duties 
(Doenitz) 
 
Not present at important conferences and 
no evidence he was informed of the 
decisions reached (Doenitz) 
 
Doenitz Guilty on Count II 
Not Guilty on Count I. 
